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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT/ELECTION 

Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Restriction Requirement set forth in the Office Action mailed 
November 15, 2006, Applicants hereby elect Group IV, claims 23-25, 27 and 29, for continued 
examination, with traverse. 



Applicants traverse the Restriction Requirement for the reasons provided below: 



I. The restricted claims have already been extensively examined. 



Groups WV of this application have been examined in connection with the issuance of 
three substantive Office Actions (dated August 12, 2005, December 28, 2005, and June 15, 
2006). The latter two Office Actions were issued by the present Examiner. As evidenced by the 
three substantive Office Actions issued by the Patent Office (two issued by the present 
Examiner), the subject matter of Groups I-IV has been extensively searched and examined. 
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It is notable that many of the restricted claims were examined in their identical form in 
the last Office Action. For example, independent claim 1 1 and corresponding dependent claims 
12 and 50-51 (Group II); independent claim 23 and corresponding dependent claim 24 (Group 
IV); independent claim 48 (Group I) were not amended in Applicants' last response. Further, 
while amendments have been made to other claims during prosecution, the overall subject matter 
covered by the claims has not changed. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that no serious burden exists in the 
continued examination of the claims of all groups, because the claims have already been 
extensively searched and examined. According to MPEP §803, "if the search and examination 
of an entire application can be made without serious burden, the examiner must examine it on the 
merits" (emphasis added). Thus, the restriction requirement is improper and should be 
withdrawn. 

IL The Office Action fails to meet the burden to support the restriction requirement. 

The Office Action indicates that a serious burden exists in examining all claims "due to 
their recognized divergent subject matter.'' However, with respect to Groups I and II, the Office 
Action states that the claims of both groups are classified in class 250, subclass 455.1 1, and no 
other evidence establishing burden pursuant to MPEP §808.02 is presented. Thus, the 
Restriction Requirement is not properly supported pursuant to MPEP §803. For this additional 
reason, the restriction requirement is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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